As a result of his faith that such differences ran bone deep, Brodkorb's fossil descriptions were imbued with a typological perspective that was also probably a holdover from his old subspecies days. He sometimes based new fossil species on specimens that now would be considered insufficiently diagnostic to sustain the such a voice of authority on fossil birds had emerged "out of the wilderness" so to speak.
One has the impression that Brodkorb, more than any of his contemporaries, kept avian paleontology in prominence until the field attracted the numerous active workers it has today.
Brodkorb was also internationally renowned for his rigid adherence to the law of priority in nomenclature. He sincerely believed in the simplicity and logic of applying this most basic tenet of nomenclature in a consistent manner, yet he also enjoyed using it to tweak an ornithological establishment committed to maintaining "existing usage" at any cost. He was only a gadfly on the establishment ox, of course, but at least he made converts of virtually all of those of his students who subsequently dealt There were historical and practical reasons for Pierce's stance. To begin with, he felt that he had lost access to the collections he had made in Mexico as a result of his falling out with Van Tyne; he did not want to repeat that mistake. More importantly, he not only had unrestricted access to the collection himself, but so did his students. The very first thing that Pierce would do when new students presented themselves was to give them a key to his office, as he was unfailingly trusting of anyone who had not been proven untrustworthy. As a newcomer who wanted to study avian osteology and paleontology with Pierce Brodkorb, you had no bu-
